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REMARKS 

Claims 1 -7 and 9- 1 2 remain pending in the present Application. 

Filed concurrently herewith is a Declaration under 37 CFR 1.132 providing comparative 
data, which provides clear evidence of unexpected results. 

Reconsideration and allowance of the claims are respectfully requested in view of the 
following remarks. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Claims 1-7 and 9-12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as allegedly unpatentable 
over Thompson et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,902,830). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the burden of 
establishing that all elements of the invention are disclosed in the prior art; and that the prior art 
relied upon, or knowledge generally available in the art at the time of the invention, must provide 
some suggestion or incentive that would have motivated the skilled artisan to modify a reference 
or combined references. 7«reFme, 5U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). The obviousness 
inquiry also requires consideration of common knowledge and common sense. KSR Int 'l Co. v. 
Teleflex Inc., 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1742-43 (2007); DyStar Textilfarben GmbH& Co. Deutschland KG 
v. C.H. Patrick Co., 464 F.3d 1356, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2006) ("Our suggestion test is in actuality 
quite flexible and not only permits, but requires, consideration of common knowledge and 
common sense."). 

The Examiner states that, "Thompson does not specifically disclose that the substituent on 
the phenylene group is substituted at the ortho position to the chemical bond. Thompson does 
disclose possible substitution at any available carbon atom by alkyl or aryl groups. Substitution 
position on the compound effects HOMO and LUMO energies. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have the substituent at the ortho position in order to 
control current-voltage characteristics and the lifetime of the device." (Office Action dated 
August 14, 2007, page 3). 
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Applicants respectfully disagree with this conclusion. As the Examiner correctly noted in 
the Office Action, Thompson does not disclose that the substituent on the phenylene group is 
substituted at the ortho position to the chemical bond. Nor does Thompson disclose or suggest 
that any substitution at the ortho position to the chemical bond is preferred. Rather, Thompson 
clearly teaches and suggests the use of CBP as the preferred host material (See Thompson, Cols. 
32-33). Further, Thompson, does not disclose any of the advantageous results of Applicants' 
claimed invention such as the excellent emission luminance and long life time. 

Applicants have provided herewith a Declaration submitted under 37 CFR 1.132, which 
provides evidence of unexpected results. Comparative tests were carried out employing, as a 
comparative compound, Thompson's preferred host material CBP or compound C in which the 
substituent on the phenylene group is located at the meta position to the chemical bond in the 
instant formula 1. Compound C is closer in chemical structure to the claimed inventions than 
CBP and thereof is considered the closest prior art. The comparative compounds were compared 
to TCBP 1 compound, which is commensurate in scope with the claims and includes substitution 
at the ortho position to the chemical bond. The structures of each compound are provided below: 



CBP 
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Compound C 



TCBP1 




The results provided in the Declaration are reproduced below in Table 4. 



Sample 
OLED No. 


Compound 
used in light 
emission 
layer 


Reorganization 
energy (eV) 


Emission 
luminance 

(%) 


Emission 
lifetime (%) 


Remarks 


C-l 


CBP 


0.56 


100 


100 


comparative 


C-2 


Compound C 


0.58 


115 


103 


comparative 


1-1 


TCBP1 


0.41 


165 


135 


invention 
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As is apparent from Table 4, Compound C, which has a reorganization energy of 0.58, 
falls outside the claimed host compound and the inventive organic EL element sample OLED I- 1 
provides high mission luminance and long lifetime as compared with comparative organic EL 
element sample OLED C-l employing CBP, which was disclosed in Thompson as being the 
preferred host material, or comparative organic element OLED G-2 employing compound C, 
which is structurally closer to the invention than CBP and therefore considered to be the closest 
prior art. These results are unexpected to one of ordinary skill in the art. Therefore, it would not 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to attain the subject matter of Claims 1, 9, 
and 10 over Thompson. Given that Claims 1, 9, and 10 are patentably distinguished over 
Thompson, the claims dependent thereon are patentable over Thompson of at least the same 
reasons. 

In view of the foregoing, the rejection is requested to be withdrawn. 

It is believed that the foregoing amendments and remarks fully comply with the Office 
Action and that the claims herein should now be allowable to Applicants. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and allowance are requested. 

If there are any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwise, please 
charge them to Deposit Account No. 06-1 130. 

Respectfully submitted, 
CANTOR COLBURN LLP 

Date: August 17, 2007 
CANTOR COLBURN LLP 
1 1 80 Peachtree Street, Suite 2050 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
Telephone (404) 607-9991 
Facsimile (404) 607-9981 
Customer No.: 23413 
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